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Abstract

Al Habsi, Houda Said. PhD. The University of Memphis. May/2014. Tracing
Development in College Students’ Writing in Oman: A contrastive corpus analysis.
Major Professor: Dr. Emily Thrush.
My dissertation focuses on ESL writing development of Omani students’ writing
at college level. More specifically, I am interested in tracing the students’ development in
college writing across three levels. My research questions are: are 4th year students’
essays more complex than 2nd Year students’ essays? Are 2nd year students’ essays more
complex than foundation students’ essays? If so, what features of language are driving
these differences? My main hypothesis is that 4th Year essays will show more linguistic
features than 2nd Year and Foundation Year essays and 2nd Year essays will show more
linguistic features than Foundation Year. This hypothesis supposes 4th year students have
taken lots of courses, they are more mature, and they have been exposed to the language
more than the other two groups. In order to address these questions, I collected essays
from three levels: Foundation Year, 2nd Year, and 4th Year. I use the computational tools
Coh-Metrix and the Gramulator to analyze the students’ essays and identify the linguistic
features that show development. Additionally, I analyze three sample essays (one from
each level) to provide an insight into the context of the linguistic features identified by
both, Coh-Metrix and the Gramulator. The purpose of my dissertation is to trace
development in students’ writing and to offer some insight as to the improvement they
make across the three levels.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
English is used as the medium of instruction in most of the fields of higher
education in institutions in Oman. However, if the mother tongue of the students is
Arabic, and this is also the medium of instruction in their prior schooling, students face
significant challenges when they start college. In these cases, the majority of students are
expected to enter a foundation program for English in order to prepare them for courses
in their majors (which will be in English). These students then take courses in English for
Academic Purposes (EAP) during the first year that follows the foundation year and
courses in English for Specific Purposes (ESP) in the subsequent year.
Most college work in higher education in Oman is in written form (e.g.,
assignments, reports, projects, summaries, exams, or even PowerPoint slides). It is the
challenge that students often find in such work that makes the topic of my dissertation
relevant. Consequently, I decided to conduct research on students’ writing in an Omani
college and trace the development of students’ writing across three levels.
There are many empirical studies that have researched various areas in the
development of first and second language writing (Haswell, 2000; Leki, Cumming, &
Silva, 2010). These areas include the context for second language writing such as young
learners, adult learners, writing in school, and undergraduate writing. Studies such as
these have also investigated the instruction and assessment of writing, writer
characteristics, the writing process, and written texts (Smagorinsky, 2006). Leki et al.
(2010) report that “a great deal of second language writing research has focused on
aspects of undergraduate writing” (p. 36) because of the increasing number of these
students in North America.
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While there is ample research in first and second language writing development,
there is relatively little work that follows the development of writing with students at the
college level (Haswell, 2000) or research that follows the progress of students writing in
a certain context (Cumming, 2001). One interesting example of such research is Curtis
and Herrington (2003), who conducted a longitudinal study on four native-speaking
college students for up to five years. The authors argued that personal development
should not be separated from writing development because they go together.
At the text level, a great deal of research covers the area of second language
writing and the linguistic features that indicate development in writing. Crossley and
McNamara (2010) used the computational tool Coh-Metrix to investigate the role of
cohesion and linguistic sophistication in second language writing by examining
“language features related to cohesion (i.e., the use of connectives and word overlap) and
linguistic sophistication (i.e., lexical difficulty, syntactic complexity)” (p. 116). Their
study demonstrates that second language students whose essays were scored highly used
words that are less frequent, less familiar, and less meaningful. They also “deployed a
more diverse range of words” and “provided … less temporal cohesion and word
overlap.” Another study, conducted by Grant and Ginther (2000), showed that as
proficiency level increases, second language writers produced longer timed essays with
“more unique word choices and [made] full use of connective, emphatics and amplifiers.”
The students’ essays also showed more use of nominalizations and varied verb tense, and
produced more modals.
When assessing writing research that is conducted at the college level, English for
Academic Purposes appears linked with the discussion on English for Academic Writing.
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Therefore, a closer assessment of EAP programs is important in order to understand its
effect on students’ writing development.
Storch and Tapper (2009) suggest that students who were enrolled in EAP courses
showed development in their academic writing. Based on this finding, we can expect
progress in students’ writing after finishing an EAP course because of explicit
instruction. Dooey (2010) also highlights the importance of EAP courses for nonnativespeaking (NNS) students, but she argues that they should be taught by professors who are
actually teaching students courses within their majors. By contrast, Evans and Green
(2007) highlight college students’ struggles because of their limited vocabulary in both
reading and writing. The authors stress the importance of teaching vocabulary related to
the core subject area. Also, from the students’ perspective, the students emphasized the
importance of EAP writing classes and pointed out how these classes helped them to
write assignments in their major (Leki & Carson, 1994). In the NNS students’ context,
Hyland and Hamp-Lyons (2002) address the importance of the EAP programs in general
for students seeking degrees where English is the medium of instruction.
In sum, there is substantial evidence that NNS students benefit from English
courses, whether these courses are for general or academic purposes. The major concern
is how much progress the students make and how much time they need in order to make
progress in their language. What may be more important is the question of whether
students’ writing continues to develop after they stop taking English classes.
Theme and Focus of the Study
My study focuses on ESL (English as a second language) writing development of
Omani students’ writing at the college level. More specifically, I am interested in tracing
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the students’ development in college writing across three levels, and I identify the
linguistic features that show their development.
Purpose
My goal in this study is to trace development in students’ writing and to offer
some insight into improvement they make across the three levels.
Relevance of the Study
There are calls in Oman to cancel EAP programs because some argue that they
are not useful for undergraduate students. This study aims to provide information about
students’ development by analyzing the essays they write. Also the study aims to shed
some light on students’ writing development after they have completed their EAP
courses. This study also seeks to fill a gap in the research by examining writing samples
produced by students who are about to graduate and who are no longer taking English
language courses.
Experiment
Research shows that a year of studying English may result in significant
development in students’ language (Ortega, 2003). For example, Crossley, Weston,
McLain Sullivan, and McNamara (2011) investigated the development of writing
proficiency at three levels with a two-year gap between each level. The results indicate
significant development in students’ writing at higher levels. Based on such findings, I
formed the following research questions:


Are fourth-year students’ essays more complex than second-year students’
essays?
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Are second-year students’ essays more complex than foundation-year students’
essays?



If so, what features of language are driving these differences?

To address my research questions, I formed several hypotheses:


Second-year essays will show more linguistic features of language development
than foundation-year essays and fourth-year essays. However, foundation-year
essays will show more of these features than fourth-year essays. This hypothesis
supposes fourth-year students may have forgotten the language because of limited
ESL instruction after completing the second year.



Fourth-year essays will show more linguistic features than second-year and
foundation-year essays, and second-year essays will show more linguistic features
than foundation-year essays. This hypothesis supposes fourth-year students have
taken lots of courses, they are more mature, and they have been exposed to the
language more than the other two groups.



Fourth-year writing will be more developed than foundation-year essays and
second-year essays. However, foundation-year writing will be more developed
than second-year writing because EAP courses are counterproductive; that is, they
are not useful.



Foundation-year essays will show more development than the second-year essays
and fourth-year essays. On the other hand, second-year essays will show more
development than fourth-year essays. This hypothesis supposes foundation-year
students have spent an entire year studying English only. In addition, they will
benefit from the beginners’ motivation factor.
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Foundation-year essays will show more development than fourth-year essays and
second-year essays. However, fourth-year essays will show more development
than second-year essays. This hypothesis supposes that foundation-year writing
will be more developed because of the amount of time they spent on writing tasks
compared to the other two groups. On the other hand, because of the explicit
instructions fourth-year students receive, their essays will likely be more
developed than second-year essays where students get explicit instructions.

Overview of the Chapters
The next chapter discusses the research that has been conducted on college
writing, its development, and its relation to ESL contexts. The chapter will also highlight
some of the most prominent research that identifies features of linguistic proficiency. The
third chapter explains the methodology that was used to obtain and prepare the data. It
also gives an account of the tools that were used to analyze the data, that is, Coh-Metrix
and the Gramulator. The fourth chapter presents the results of my study using both CohMetrix and the Gramulator. Chapter 5 includes the analysis of three case sample essays
(one from each level) in order to have an in-depth look. I used the results of Coh-Metrix
and the Gramulator to guide me when analyzing the essays. The final chapter discusses
the results and their implications, as well as offering suggestions for future work.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
This study’s main goal is to trace development in Omani students’ EFL (English
as a foreign language) writing at the college level at three different periods of time. In
this chapter, I provide a discussion of prominent themes in current writing research for
native and nonnative speakers of English. This discussion is done in order to come to an
understanding of where my study is situated in the literature. It also helps to identify
where existing research may not have paid sufficient attention to areas of importance.
The chapter begins with a discussion of writing development at the college level
and its importance in students’ academic success. Then, it provides an overview of
empirical studies on EFL and ESL writing. Finally, the chapter presents the linguistic
features of writing quality, which helps to narrow down what to focus on when tracing
development from a linguistic perspective.
Writing at the College Level
Writing development at the college or postsecondary level is not only an
ESL/EFL concern. The issue involves a wider audience, including native speakers of
English, and composition classes in most of the colleges in the United States can be used
as evidence of the big role writing ability plays at this level. On this subject, there is an
entire journal dedicated to college writing: College Composition and Communication. In
addition, several books on composition and writing have special chapters that cover
writing issues at the university level (e.g., Hamp-Lyons, 1991; Leki et al. 2010;
Smagorinsky, 2006). There are also several publications that focus only on college
writing (Beaufort, 2007; Berlin, 1987).
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The importance of college writing lies in the fact that it is closely linked to
academic success. Most students’ end product during college years is in the shape of
written work, and it seems that what students learn at school does not sufficiently prepare
them for this kind of work. Therefore, most universities in the United States require
students to take composition classes during their freshman year. EFL students outside
native-speaking countries have special programs to help them improve their written
English. In this part of the literature review, I will shed some light on some of the
research that focuses mainly on tracing writing development at the college level.
Sternglass (1997) carried out a longitudinal study to trace students’ development
in writing. She was the composition instructor for three levels in 1989, when the
participants were recruited. From these three composition classes, 53 students (30 males
and 23 females) from different ethnic groups agreed to participate at the initial stages of
the study. A total of 25 of the students were born outside the United States. It is important
to report that the participants were classified as “basic writers” by their university
through placement exams. Throughout the participants’ college years, Sternglass
interviewed them twice each semester and collected copies of papers they did for their
majors and copies of their exam papers. She also had a research assistant to observe their
classes once a semester. She collected their transcripts to follow their academic progress.
Of the 53 participants that Sternglass started with, she ended up with full data for just 9 of
them.
Although the students were labeled “basic writers,” Sternglass’s study shows that
they made progress in their writing ability over the period of their college years. In fact,
she argues that writing helped the students to learn and reflect on topics covered in their
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majors (e.g., through note taking or drafts of papers for given assignments). The students
repeatedly emphasized the role of writing in their academic life and reported that it
played a major role above all other skills, such as listening to lectures and reading.
Reflecting on her longitudinal study, Sternglass (1997) describes writing
development as “[it] is… neither neat nor linear as instructions settings and social factors
affect students’ performance” (p. 300) and states that even “basic writers” if given the
right support and appropriate writing instruction will be able to progress academically.
She also asserts that writing development at the college level takes time, and one year is
not enough to help students become competent writers.
Haswell (2000) conducted another longitudinal empirical study in tracing
development in college students’ writing. It differs from Sternglass’s study in that
Haswell did not directly collaborate with the instructiors (i.e., he was not involved
personally with the participants in his study). Instead, he followed an academic and
linguistic approach in which he analyzed students’ essays over 2.5 years. The study
involved 64 participants from mixed backgrounds. When they entered college, the
students were required to produce a two-hour essay for placement into freshman
composition courses. Then, two years later (during their junior year), they were required
to do the same kind of task again.
To analyze the students’ essays, Haswell mainly used measures that identify
mastery of writing conventions and sentence-level features. The nine measures were as
follows:
mean length of sentences in words, mean length of clauses in words, holistic
rating (8 point scale), words in final free modifiers, percentage of the total words
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in the introduction, mean coordinated nominals per clause, words in free
modifiers, length of essay in words, and number of words with nine letters or
longer. (Haswell, 2000, pp. 329–330)
Of the nine measures used in the study to investigate development in students’ writing,
eight measures showed significant changes across all 64 students. The p-value was
greater than 0.05 (i.e., not statistically significant) for the mean coordinated nominals per
clause. Holistic scoring was also used to trace development, and it showed a rise over the
two years of the study.
By the end of his study, Haswell suggested six research directions to help in
expanding and giving more depth to research on writing development. These directions
are as follows:


researching contextual factors of the target group researched,



values of the system evaluation,



theories researchers adopt or come up with in writing research,



the curriculum used and its impact on writing development,



the methods should be diverse, and



focus should be on individuals not just a group of participants.

Carroll (2002) followed students’ writing development over a period of four years
at another university in the United States. In this study, the main project was to assess
student learning in the university’s general education curriculum. The study started with a
sample of 46 first-year students and ended up with 20 students by the end of the fourth
year of the study. The students provided papers, exams, and any written work in the
shape of a portfolio. They also participated in interviews and completed questionnaires
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that assessed their courses and coursework. Unlike the students in Sternglass (1997),
these students were described as “prepared” for college work.
Over the period of four years in college, the students’ portfolios, which included
their written work during the period of study, showed growth and improvement in their
writing by using new and more complex forms. Like Sternglass (1997), Carroll (2002)
supports the notion that students need more than one composition class or one year to
develop their writing skills. She contends that students will grow throughout their college
years by writing about new topics and new assignments, which will drive them to use
new rhetorical forms. This is all part of their cognitive and metacognitive growth during
their college years.
Curtis and Herrington (2003) conducted another study that discusses writing
development during college years. It focuses on writing development from the
perspective of personal development of four students over a period of four to five years.
Students submitted essays during their years of college and were interviewed by the
researchers to reflect on their writing. Curtis and Herrington used the students’ essays to
show growth in writing in three areas: syntax, critical thinking, and the discourse
community. They also used some of the measures of linguistic features and mastery of
writing convention used in the previously discussed study by Haswell (2000). According
to their analysis of the students’ essays, development was evident in students’ writings in
the three areas mentioned above, and their interviews revealed that the writing projects
given to students helped them to develop or shape their “personal identities.”
The Harvard Study of Undergraduate Writing (Sommers & Saltz, 2004) is a
large-scale project that traced the writing development of 400 students who were enrolled
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in the year 2001. The study covered the students’ college years to study their writing
development from the students’ self-analysis. The data were collected through five web
surveys: two during the first year and one every year after that. Of the 400 students who
participated in the surveys, a random selection of 65 were taken to be part of the group
that was studied in depth. These 65 students were interviewed every semester and
submitted their written work during the semester with feedback from their instructors.
Sommers and Saltz (2004) insist that development in undergraduate writing can
occur only if students acknowledge their status as “novice” and accept being guided in
their writing through instruction. However, students should not hold on to their status as
novice throughout their college years; they should learn to move on to be an expert by
using their passion and academic knowledge to sustain development. Sommers and Saltz
come to the same conclusion as Sternglass, which is “writing does not shape a student’s
education in one course or one year. It is a cumulative practice and sustained instruction
… that gives students opportunities to participate in the world of ideas, first as novices
and later as experts” (p. 147).
Sommers (2008) continues what she started above in another article using the data
from the Harvard Study of Undergraduate Writing project (p. 154). Here, she highlights a
crucial point where she states that writing development should not be looked upon and
measured as an outcome. Rather the focus should be on the whole process, which
involves the students, the teachers, and the instruction in order to get the whole picture of
development. She argues that there is not “an end point for college writing” and blames
currently used assessment measures that try to give it that shape.
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While all of the studies mentioned above generally focused on students who were
native speakers and studying in the United States, Storch (2009) conducted research at an
Australian university. Storch examined the impact of studying in a second language
medium on the development of nonnative students’ writing. Storch conducted the
research because of the increasing number of international students in Australia and the
lack of research on the impact on ESL students’ writing when living in the second
language environment. The study used a test–retest design of the writing of 25 students
over the period of one semester. The students were from Asia and were recommended to
take extra classes in ESL because of their scores on the placement test.
In Storch’s study (2009), students were asked to write about a certain topic at two
different times: at the beginning of the semester and at the end of the semester. The
argumentative essays were about animal rights and were required to be at least 300 words
in length. The students also completed a questionnaire about their backgrounds, for
example, first language, learning background, and so forth. The International English
Language Testing System (IELTS) writing analytical scale was used to assess the quality
of the essays, and other quantitative measures were used to assess fluency, accuracy, and
grammatical and lexical complexity.
The findings of the study suggest that students’ essays on the retest improved in
two areas: content and rhetorical organization. There was also a noticeable reduction of
informal language in the essays. However, the findings did not show significant
development in the form or vocabulary.

13

Writing in a Foreign Language
Learning to write in a second language is not the same as learning to write in a
foreign language. The major reason is that EFL learners are only exposed to the foreign
language inside the classroom, and they might have very limited exposure or no exposure
outside the classroom environment. This in itself limits the input and output of the
foreign language and therefore limits its usage and practice. Sasaki (2004) points out that
EFL learners’ proficiency levels are generally lower than ESL learners’ levels. EFL
learners’ competencies in writing complexity develop less fully than those of ESL
learners (Ortega, 2003).
Perhaps a good starting point to help researchers of EFL writing in finding
empirical studies in the area is to examine Ortega (2009). She searched for empirical
studies on EFL writing published in two flagship ESL journals: Journal of Second
Language Writing (JSLW) and TESOL Quarterly from 1992 to 2007. There were 72 EFL
writing studies out of 202 empirical studies that were conducted on second language
writing. The results show a general bias toward second language writing. About 75% of
the empirical studies on EFL writing were on college writing, which is similar to ESL
writing preference of topic researched. In addition, the results from Ortega’s investigation
show that 75% of what has been published was from 1999. This shows that there is
increasing interest in researching EFL writing in recent times.
The hindsight of 16 years of EFL writing research reveals a clear bias for ESL
writing on cognitive and textual-linguistic dimensions by EFL writing researchers. On the
other hand, there is increasing interest in “writer’s creativity, voice, and audience as
culturally contested notions, and an increasing presence of context as dynamic influence”
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(Ortega, 2009, p. 244). The EFL writing research will benefit from more research on
language development, motivation, and feedback. Knowledge is needed on how language
develops through EFL writing.
Hirose and Sasaki (1994), Sasaki and Hirose (1996), and Sasaki (2000, 2002,
2004, 2007) conducted exploratory studies in Japan. They aimed to gradually construct a
comprehensive model for EFL writing in Japan at the university level. Hirose and Sasaki
(1994) and Sasaki and Hirose (1996) are cross-sectional studies that investigated the
factors influencing the EFL writing essays. The first study is a pilot and the second one is
a follow-up study that involved a bigger population. The participants were Japanese
students majoring in British and American studies at a Japanese university. Using English
composition scores as the measure, the researchers chose 20 students whose essays were
judged to be good and 23 students whose essays were judged to be weak.
The studies’ results show that the target language proficiency (i.e., English) is one
of the major influential factors in the target language writing ability. That is, if the
students scored high grades on the proficiency test, then they were likely to score high
grades on their writing in the target language. The study also supports previous studies
that have highlighted the role of ESL writing instruction on the quality of writing in the
target language. Another important finding in this study is that good EFL writers were
more fluent in their essays; that is, their essays were longer than those of less-skilled
writers. Finally, the study reports that good writers paid more attention to overall
organization.
Sasaki (2000, 2002) started longitudinal studies that covered two semesters of
writing instruction for first-year Japanese university students at a private university in
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Japan. The former study was a pilot exploratory study that involved 12 participants. The
latter study replicated the results of the pilot study with a larger population of 34
participants. Both of the studies suggest that two semesters of writing instruction are not
enough to improve EFL students’ writing quality and fluency.
Sasaki’s (2004) study was constructed on the findings of Sasaki’s previous
research. This is key research in the EFL writing field because it was carried out over a
period of 3.5 years with 11 participants. It is a longitudinal study that used multiple data
analysis over a period of 3.5 years of EFL student writing. Moreover, the study observed
the differences between students who spent time (2 to 8+ months) in English-speaking
countries (ESL group) and students who stayed in Japan (EFL group). The key result in
this study is that the quality as well as the fluency (length) of the essays improved for all
of the participants over the 3.5 years. However, the ESL group scores were higher than
those for the EFL group. In addition, Sasaki states that 3.5 years is not enough to make
the students expert writers. The results of the study suggest that students who spent time
in English-speaking countries seemed to be more motivated to improve their writing.
Sasaki (2009) was constructed on the previous research results carried out by
Sasaki. This study is a follow-up study of Sasaki (2004) with a larger population and a
different perspective: a socio-cognitive perspective. Twenty-two students participated
over a period of 3.5 years. When the study started, they were all first-year students, and
they were about to graduate when it ended. The study looked at the changes in EFL
students’ writing. All of the students’ essays scores showed significant improvement by
the second year of study. However, the EFL students’ scores started to decrease by the
third year and continued dropping until they were below their first-year level in the final
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year. The EFL students attributed this deterioration to the fact that they stopped taking
English classes and had no reason to engage in writing activities in English.
Linguistic Features of Writing Quality
In this section of the literature review, I will present studies that discussed the
linguistic features of writing quality that distinguish higher-level writers and lower-level
writers as well as studies that compare L1 and L2 writing at the college level. These
linguistic features are crucial because they set clear guidelines for what to focus on when
assessing the quality of essays. The studies presented below all used both computer
analysis software and holistic scoring to determine the quality of the ESL essays.
Grant and Ginther (2000) carried out a study that analyzed essays computationally
to identify the features that describe second language writing differences on three levels.
The essays were for the TWE (Test of Written English). The students were given a
prompt and had 30 minutes to respond to it. They were asked to talk about their favorite
news source and support their choice with specific reasons. A holistic scale was used by
two raters to grade the essays on a scale from one to six. Ninety essays were chosen and
received scores from three to five. Grant and Ginther (2000) focused on the following
linguistic features to analyze the essays:


essay length, which is the count of the total number of words in the essay;



lexical specificity, which is measured by type/token ratio and word length;



lexical features, which include conjuncts, hedges, amplifiers, emphatics,
demonstratives, and downtoners;



grammatical features, which include nouns, nominalizations, personal
pronouns, verbs, modals, adjectives, adverbs, prepositions, and articles; and
17



clause-level features, which include overall subordination, complementation,
relative clauses, adverbial subordination, and passives. (p. 130)

The authors reported that as proficiency levels increase with second language
writers, their essays become longer, they use more precise words to communicate their
ideas, and they provide more support for their viewpoints. These elements are considered
features of sophisticated writing, and the findings are supported by previous studies (e.g.,
Connor, 1990; Ferris, 1994).
As for the findings on lexical features, the results of the study showed that as
proficiency level increases, there is an overall increase in the usage of the lexical features
tested above. This can be linked very closely to the increase of the number of the words
in the essays as well as the increase of vocabulary. Specifically, Grant and Ginther (2000)
reported that second language writers with high scores made full use of conjuncts and
demonstratives to help them connect ideas and sentences. In addition, these writers made
full use of emphatics and amplifiers to support their claims.
The results of the grammatical structures at the word level, that is, nouns, verbs,
etc., share the same direction for the lexical feature results. The study reported that
overall, there was an increase in the use of the grammatical structures under focus. This is
again related to the increase of word count as proficiency level increases. Grant and
Ginther (2000) noted that with essays that scored high, there was a decrease in the usage
of second-person pronouns and a utilization of nominalization, which shows awareness of
academic register. More-proficient second language writers also used more modals,
especially possibility modals.
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Finally, Grant and Ginther’s study (2000) reports an increase in using
subordination and passive voice in higher scored essays. The study cautions “that
computer analysis should not be seen as an end in and of itself” (Grant & Ginther, 2000,
p. 141). This is because
(a) the analysis was based on native speakers’ language,
(b) computer analysis cannot identify appropriateness of usage, and
(c) it is difficult to use computer analysis with lower-level essays.
Hinkel (2002, 2003) conducted a study in the United States on second language
writers’ texts focusing on linguistic and rhetorical features. It was a comparative analysis
of native speakers’ and second language texts. The participants were first-year college
students who came from different language backgrounds, including native speakers of
American English, Arabic, Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Indonesian, and Vietnamese.
Hinkel used 1,457 essays written for placement and diagnostic tests for composition
classes at the undergraduate level. The students responded to six different prompts.
Hinkel (2002) carried out statistical data analysis by counting 68 features that fell
into three categories: syntactic and lexical features, clausal features, and rhetorical
features. At the noun level, the analysis showed that nonnative speakers’ essays included
more enumerative language activity along with interpretative and vague nouns than
native speakers’ essays. Vague noun usage was most noticeable because it was two to
three times higher than in native speakers’ essays. Hinkel related this to nonnative
speakers’ limited vocabulary.
As for personal pronouns, there was an overall increase of the three categories
(i.e., first-, second-, and third-person) of pronouns in second language essays. The only
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exception is that Arabic speakers’ first-person pronoun use was not significantly different
from that of native speakers. In the case of indirect pronouns (i.e., universal and assertive
pronouns), second language essays showed an increase in use compared to native
speakers’ essays. Nonnative speakers depended on universal pronouns as a means of
persuasion, and they indirectly stated their opinion by using assertive pronouns.
Nominalization and gerunds were used less often by second language learners
compared to native speakers. Both nominalization and gerunds are features of language
proficiency and academic genre. From the results above, Hinkel (2002) advised second
language educators to pay special attention to expanding their students’ vocabulary so
that they are able to use deferent noun types. She also noted that academic lexical
features should be focused on when teaching second language writers.
For verbs, all second language groups except for Arabic speakers had a higher
rate of frequency in the past and present tenses. However, it was noticed that Arabic
speakers’ essays contained fewer past and present tenses when compared to native
speakers. On the other hand, both progressive and future aspects were not used very often
by second language groups. Generally, Hinkel (2002) reported that “the analysis of verb
phrase elements in L2 texts shows that the more syntactically and lexically complex a
particular verb phrase feature is, the less frequently it is encountered in NNS texts.” (p.
117) For instance, second language texts contained fewer passives, infinitives, and
participles. Be-copula as a main verb had a higher frequency among the second language
texts.
The analysis of the features at the clausal level showed that although noun and
adverb clauses “are considered to be simpler” (Hinkel, 2002, p. 140) than the other types
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of clauses, they were not common among L1 and L2 groups. Based on the findings at this
level, Hinkel recommended that both native speakers and nonnative speakers would
benefit from more instruction on the use of the different types of clauses.
Finally, the findings for the rhetorical features of second language texts showed
that nonnative texts show overreliance on phrase-level conjunctions and simple sentencelevel conjunctions and exemplifications to achieve cohesion. On the other hand,
nonnative speakers’ texts contained less hedging compared to native speakers’ texts.
However, Hinkel remarks that all groups, including native speakers, could benefit from
instruction that expands the use of hedging in their essays.
The final study in this section was conducted by Crossley and McNamara (2012),
who focused on the role of cohesion and linguistic sophistication in predicting second
language writing proficiency. Specifically, the study focused on linguistic features such
as connectives and word overlap that are related to text cohesion and language features
that show sophistication in writing (i.e., lexical difficulty and syntactic complexity).
Coh-Metrix (McNamara, Crossley, & McCarthy 2010) is a computational tool
that was used to measure surface code, textbase, and situation model measures. From the
surface code measures, the following indices were used: syntactic complexity, word
frequency, hypernymy and polysemy indices, and word information (i.e., familiarity,
concreteness, imagability, meaningfulness, and age of acquisition; Crossley &
McNamara, 2012, p. 122). The textbase measures included the following indices: lexical
overlap, connectives, logical operators, and lexical diversity. As for the situation model
measures, the following indices were used: Latent Semantic Analysis, spatiality, causal
cohesion, and temporality.
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The corpus used in this study included 514 essays written by students from Hong
Kong who finished high school. The essays were written for a proficiency test where the
students were given four prompts to choose from. The essays were then graded and given
scores A, B, C, D, or F. Crossley and McNamara (2012) controlled the text length by
choosing essays that were 485–555 words long.
The findings of the study showed that essays that scored higher grades contained
fewer cohesive features such as word overlap and logical connectors. On the other hand,
analysis of the linguistic sophistication showed that essays that received higher grades
contained more lexical diversity and less frequent words compared to lower-rated essays.
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Chapter 3: Methodology and Tools
Participants
Students who participated in my study were enrolled at the College of Applied
Sciences in Nizwa-Oman. They were all majoring in Communication Studies and they
were from three different cohorts: foundation year, second year, and fourth year.
Foundation-year students took English foundation classes for 20 hours a week, covering
all skills and academic writing. The textbooks used were New Headway Plus (preintermediate & intermediate levels). Also they used Academic Skills, Reading and
Writing, level 1, and Academic Skills Listening and Speaking, level 1. At the time the
data were gathered, the foundation-year students were at the end of their second semester
and preparing for exams to allow them to take courses in their majors.
Second-year students had started taking courses in their majors two years
previously. They took two English for Academic Purposes courses during their first year
(10 hours a week). Following this, they took English for Specific Purposes (ESP) courses
during their second year (eight hours a week). At the time the data were collected, the
second-year students were about to finish the ESP course and start preparing for exams to
enter their third year. The textbooks they used in both years (i.e., first and second years)
were Inside Reading, levels 1 and 2; Lecture Ready, levels 1 and 2; and Effective
Academic Writing, levels 2 and 3.
Fourth-year students were in their final year at the time of data collection. They
were preparing to take their final exams and graduate. They stopped taking English
courses after finishing their second year. However, English was the medium of
instruction in the courses they took at the college. They were all admitted into the

23

foundation program and spent at least two semesters in it. They used the same textbooks
as the foundation- and the second-year students.
Composition of the Corpus
My corpus comprises 285 essays written by students enrolled at the College of
Applied Sciences in Nizwa-Oman. Students were all majoring in Communication
Studies, and they were from three different periods/levels: foundation year, second year,
and fourth year. Of the total number, 137 essays were written by foundation-year
students, 85 essays were written by second-year students, and 63 essays were written by
fourth-year students (see table 1).

Table 1
Key Corpora Facts
Descriptive corpora data
Number of essays
Number of male students
Number of female students

Foundation year
137
35
102

Second year
85
68
17

Fourth year
63
16
37

Note that the number of female students is bigger that male students in the foundation
year. This is because the majority of female students usually come with higher levels of
English from high schools; therefore, they are placed in higher-level classes, and they
make up the majority of levels A and B in foundation classes. On the other hand, male
students come to college with lower levels of English, and they are usually placed in
lower-level classes, that is, Level C. In my study, I focused on norm-level students in
Level B who moved to Level A at the time of the study.
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In the second-year case, several females declined to participate. Added to that,
female students might have been transferred to another college, which is not unusual after
they finish their foundation year, or they decided not to take the course that semester. The
drop in the number of students from the foundation year to the second year could be also
related to several other reasons: they dropped out of college, transferred to another
college, or did not take that course during the time of the study.
Details of the Corpus Composition
The essays were only available in paper format and were handwritten. Papers
were converted to digital form for analysis. Additionally, there was a limited number of
students enrolled in foundation-year and second-year classes, and the number of the
actual fourth-year students who agreed to participate was less than the number of students
enrolled in the program. Despite this challenge, the corpus collected for this study can
still be described as representative and balanced according to Hall (2012) and Hunston’s
(2008) definition of a corpus. More practically, the corpus provides a reasonable point of
departure for the purpose of this study (see McNamara, Graesser, McCarthy, & Cai,
2014).
Methods of Text Collection
In order to address my research questions, I constructed three sub corpora:
1. essays written by foundation-year students,
2. essays written by second-year students, and
3. essays written by fourth-year students.
My level choice is based on Ortega’s research (2003), in which he recommends at least a
year of observation in order to see noticeable change in students’ writing. Similarly,
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Crossley et al. (2011) looked at three levels with two years between each level with
results showing that there is significant development in their subjects’ writing.
In this study, I collected 285 essays in all from foundation-year, second-year, and
fourth-year students who were majoring in Communication. Choosing students from a
single major helps to study subjects from one cohort and therefore controls an important
variable (Haswell, 2000). Each student wrote two essays about the two proposed topics
described below. These topics were based on McNamara et al. (2010):


Some people say that in our modern world, dominated by science, technology,
and industrialization, there is no longer a place for dreaming and
imagination. What is your opinion?



Marx once said that religion was the opium of the masses. If he was alive at
the end of the 20th century, he would replace religion with television.

My decision behind the choice of these topics is that they are close to topics
related to the students’ area of study, that is, Communication. This is to help them to
write about familiar topics. Before writing the essays, students answered a one-page
questionnaire for some background information (please refer to Appendix A). Then, half
of the students were randomly assigned to write first about topic A and the other half
about topic B. They were given 30 minutes to finish the task and then they were given the
other topic.
The essays were marked by teachers who are native speakers of English and work
at the students’ college. They were trained by me to mark the essays using SAT rubrics
(please refer to Appendix B) to standardize marking in order to avoid discrepancies. Each
essay was marked by three teachers. These scorers did not know what level they were
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grading because I used codes to identify each essay and level. Also I gave the teachers
mixed-level essays so that they graded essays from the three different levels.
I had to convert the handwritten essays into electronic files. First, I coded the
essays, and then I put them into groups of 30. I also created a txt.doc file for each essay in
the group. Then, I hired undergraduate students from the University of Memphis to type
up the essays using the files I created. I gave clear instructions on how to do the task (i.e.,
just type what the students wrote without any changes). Then, when my assistants sent
back the typed essays, I checked each essay word by word. Following this, the essays
were organized into three folders: foundation year, second year, and fourth year. Having
completed all these steps, the texts were ready to be analyzed using the computational
tools Coh-Metrix and the Gramulator.
Tools of the Study
Coh-Metrix. Coh-Metrix is a linguistic computational tool developed at the
Institute for Intelligent Systems at the University of Memphis. This automated text
analysis tool has a wide range of sophisticated indices that are important in text cohesion,
text sophistication, and text readability (Crossley et al., 2011). Coh-Metrix includes over
600 indices of linguistic features of text (Crossley & McNamara, 2010).
Several studies in second language research have validated the Coh-Metrix
indices, most notably the cohesion and linguistic sophistication index (Crossley &
McNamara 2010) and the L2 index (Crossley, Salsbury, & McNamara, 2009). CohMetrix has also been used to identify linguistic features of writing quality (McNamara et
al., 2010), and Crossley and McNamara (2011) used it to research in depth the
relationship between linguistic features of essays and human judgment of writing quality.
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The most relevant study for this dissertation is the study that investigates the
development of writing proficiency as a function of grade level (Crossley et al., 2011).
From this study, I chose indices that report significant results in relation to writing
development.
In order to analyze the linguistic qualities of the essays, I selected indices that
could be grouped into four general linguistic constructs. They were cohesion, lexical
sophistication, syntactic complexity, and text structure. The cohesion measures included
the following indices: causality, incidence of connectives, lexical overlap, and semantic
coreferentiality. The measures of lexical sophistication included word hypernymy, lexical
diversity, word frequency, and word information indices (word concreteness, familiarity,
meaningfulness, and imageability). The measures of syntactic complexity included
syntactic similarity and phrase structure complexity. The measures for text features
included number of words and number of sentences. Below is a detailed discussion of
each measure and their related indices in Coh-Metrix.
Text features. Text features are provided to help the user make sure the numbers
make sense and also to interpret patterns of data (McNamara et al., 2014, Ch. 4).
Number of words. This calculates the total number of words in a text.
Number of sentences. This calculates the total number of sentences in a text.
Causal cohesion. In Coh-Metrix, causal cohesion is the calculation of the ratio of
causal verbs (e.g., break, hit, move) to causal particles (e.g., because, thus, since, so).
Causal cohesion is important to clarify relationships between sentences or clauses and is
important to texts that have causal relationships between events and actions (Pearson,
1974).
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Connectives. Connectives are important in text organization and play an
important role in linking ideas and clauses. Coh-Metrix calculates the occurrence of all
connectives per 1000 words. It also calculates the occurrence of different types of
connectives, for example, causal, logical, and temporal connectives.
Lexical overlap. Lexical overlap is a linguistic cue to help readers comprehend a
text. If the text lacks word overlap between sentences, gaps in referential cohesion may
occur, and therefore readers may need more time to process the text (Kintsch & van Dijk,
1978). In Coh-Metrix, there are four forms of lexical overlap in a text: content word
overlap, noun overlap, argument overlap, and stem overlap.
Semantic coreferentiality. Semantic coreferentiality is another linguistic cue for
text cohesion. If there is semantic overlap between sentences or paragraphs and this
overlap is explicit word overlap or similar word overlap, then the text may be easier to
process than with a lack of overlap. Coh-Metrix uses Latent Semantic Analysis (LSA) to
measure semantic coreferentiality. It calculates the semantic overlap between sentences
and paragraphs in a text.
Lexical diversity. Lexical diversity typically calculates a relationship between the
numbers of unique words (types) in a text to the total number of words in the same text
(tokens). Higher values for lexical diversity indicate a greater range of linguistic choices
and also suggests that the text may be low in cohesion. On the other hand, if the value is
lower, it suggests higher cohesion and that more words are used across the text. In this
study I used two indices to measure lexical diversity: MTLD (measure of textual lexical
diversity) and vocd. MTLD “is calculated as the mean length of sequential word strings
in a text that maintain a given TTR value” (McCarthy & Jarvis, 2010, p. 11). In essence,
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then, MTLD is value based on sequential lexical diversity across the text rather than the
text as a whole. In contrast, the vocd index is calculated through a series of random
samples of text in order to obtain a value of lexical diversity of the text as a whole
(McCarthy & Jarvis, 2007, p. 461).
Hypernymy. Hypernymy means word specificity. Coh-Metrix reports hypernymy
using WordNet, which reports words in hierarchical scales. The target word is measured
according to the number of subordinate words below it and the superordinate words
above it (e.g., compare animal to dog). More-specific words such as dog score higher
values (Crossley et al., 2009).
Word frequency. Word frequency measures how often a certain word is used in
English. Coh-Metrix uses the CELEX corpus to report word frequency.
Word familiarity. Word familiarity measures how familiar the words are to the
reader. Sentences are processed quickly if they contain more familiar words. Coh-Metrix
provides ratings for content words in a text.
Word meaningfulness. Words of high meaningfulness are highly associated with
other words (e.g., person), whereas words with low meaningfulness are likely to have
less association with other words (e.g., abbess; McNamara et al., 2014, Ch. 4).
Word concreteness. Word concreteness measures how concrete or non-abstract
words are. They are words of items we can touch, taste, hear, or see (Crossley &
McNamara, 2011). Names of objects, materials, or people usually receive a higher score
for their concreteness than abstract words (e.g., compare ball to cognition). The word ball
is likely to score higher because it is a concrete word; that is, you can touch the object.
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On the other hand, the word cognition is an abstract word, so it is going score low in
word concreteness.
Word imageability. Word imageability measures how easy it is to construct a
mental image of a word. A word such as chair is likely to score higher in imageability
than the word furthermore, which produces a mental image only with difficulty.
Minimal edit distance (MED), all words (syntactic complexity). MED assesses
differences between any two sentences in terms of the words in the sentences and the
position of the words in the sentences. As such, sentences with the same words may not
be considered identical if the position of those words is different. Because MED assesses
word similarity in terms of sentential positions, it is considered a useful approach for
syntactic similarity evaluation (McCarthy, Guess, & McNamara, 2009).
Processing the Essays in Coh-Metrix
Coh-Metrix software is available on the University of Memphis website,
http://cohmetrix.memphis.edu/cohmetrixpr/index.html. The available version online now
is v. 3.0; however, this version requires each essay or text to be entered individually. As
such, I was given permission to use the in-house batch processing version so that I could
process more than 100 essays at a time.
It is the researchers’ task to choose the related indices for their research
depending on their study focus. For example, my study focuses on the development of
writing proficiency. Therefore, I chose indices that measure the features of writing
quality.
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The Gramulator
The Gramulator is a computational textual analysis tool developed at the
University of Memphis. This tool processes contrastive corpora. More specifically, it
identifies the differences and similarities between corpora. The primary unit of analysis
used in the Gramulator is n-grams, which are any adjacent words in a text that could be
two or more words next to each other. The Gramulator groups n-grams according to
frequency. The groups come in two types: typicals and differentials. The typicals show
the similarities between the two contrasted corpora, and the differentials show the
differences of each corpus.
The Gramulator was validated in McCarthy, Watanabe, and Lamkin (2012). The
researchers collected corpora that consisted of 900 scientific texts and another 900
narrative texts from Touchstone Applied Sciences Association (TASA). After dividing
the corpora into sub corpora, they did several tests. They tested narrative texts against
scientific texts, narrative texts against narrative texts, and scientific texts against
scientific texts. The results supported the predictions. McCarthy, Duran, and Booker
(2012) conducted another study that validated the Gramulator. The tool was used to
establish the internal validity of sets of deceptive and truthful corpora.
Several studies about ESL students and texts have used the Gramulator. Perhaps
what is most relevant to this dissertation is the study by McCarthy et al. (2009). In it, the
authors compare the writing styles of American, British, and Japanese scientists writing
in English. Min and McCarthy’s (2010) study also compares writing styles of American
and Korean scientists. Another related study to ESL that used the Gramulator is
Rufenacht, McCarthy, and Lamkin (2012). That study investigates the linguistic features
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of fairy tales and ESL texts. These studies together demonstrate that the Gramulator is a
valuable tool that helps researchers determine the similarities and differences between
sister corpora. What is more important is that the Gramulator enables researchers to show
how the contexts of texts vary, which is unlike other computational tools that show what
the differences are between two types of texts.
In this study, I focused on two-word n-grams (or bigrams). Out of the
Gramulator’s nine modules, I used three modules. They are the Main Module, the Viewer,
and the Evaluator.
The Main Module. The Main Module is also referred to as the Gramulator. By
default, the Gramulator opens to the Main Module. It is the opening screen of the
Gramulator where the researcher selects the target corpora to be analyzed. The target
corpora are typically two sister corpora, for example, second-year essays and fourth-year
essays.
The Viewer. The Viewer, as its name indicates, enables one to view the typicals
and differentials of the processed corpora. It provides a comparison between the
differentials or typicals for the sister corpora. The researcher will be able to review the
n-grams for each corpus. This review can help the researcher identify any linguistic
patterns for the corpora being analyzed.
The Evaluator. The Evaluator is used to evaluate corpora using indices. The
indices refer to the list of differentials or typicals. Within the Evaluator, there is the
Statistics feature. It is used to assess whether there is significant difference between the
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Evaluator’s results. In this study, I used the Evaluator to perform independent t-tests
using the Statistics feature.1
As I stated in Chapter 1, the purpose of my study was to trace and study
development in ESL writing of college students over a period of four years. The corpus I
collected, although it is not large, provides a representative sample for this research. In
this chapter, I described the methods I used to collect the corpus and gave a brief
description of the tools I used to analyze the data (i.e., Coh-Metrix and the Gramulator). I
used Coh-Metrix to compare the three corpora. Then, based on the results it produced, I
used the Gramulator to further investigate the Coh-Metrix results.

1

For more detailed instructions on how to use the Gramulator, please refer to its

manual (the Manualator) here: https://umdrive.memphis.edu/pmmccrth/public
/Gramulator/The%20Manualator%20%28Drafted%20for%20GURT%202012%29.pdf.
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Chapter 4: Results
Coh-Metrix Results
After processing the sample papers with Coh-Metrix, I conducted an analysis of
variance (ANOVA) in order to address the goal of tracing the development in students’
writing over the period under analysis. The results (see Table 2) generally supported the
hypothesis that second-year (2nd Y) texts values are higher than foundation-year (FY)
texts; however, Coh-Metrix results did not produce evidence that fourth-year (4th Y) text
values are higher than second-year text values (see Table 3). We further conducted a
series of pairwise comparisons to identify the specific differences in the essays that were
produced by the students from the three levels for each selected Coh-Metrix index.

Table 2
Foundation Year vs. Second Year

Number of words
Number of words in a sentence
Word frequency
Lexical diversity MTLD
Logical connectives
Word familiarity
Word meaningfulness
Content word overlap
Minimal edit distance
Word hypernymy

Foundation year
M
SD
182.81
66.35
20.20
15.05
3.29
0.1
50.75
13.59
59.46
19.96
5.89
5.99
4.49
18.06
0.16
0.06
0.84
0.09
1.49
0.27
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Second year
M
SD
201.86
61.45
17.71
5.88
3.24
0.11
59.04
13.83
51.13
20.54
5.84
7.36
4.44
19.57
0.11
0.04
0.87
0.03
1.6
0.25

p
0.103
0.346
0.003
0.000
0.007
0.000
0.206
0.000
0.049
0.007

Table 3
Second Year vs. Fourth Year

Number of words
Number of words in a sentence
Word frequency
Lexical diversity MTLD
Logical connectives
Word familiarity
Word meaningfulness
Content word overlap
Minimal edit distance
Hypernymy

Second year
M
SD
201.86
61.45
17.71
5.88
3.24
0.11
59.04
13.83
51.13
20.54
5.84
7.36
4.44
19.57
0.11
0.04
0.87
0.03
1.6
0.25

Fourth year
M
SD
233.51 65.98
17.96
7.12
3.21
0.09
61.84
14.68
47.63
17.63
5.83
7.14
4.41
16.39
0.11
0.04
0.87
0.04
1.57
0.23

p
0.011
1.000
0.251
0.684
0.853
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

Number of words. For the metric number of words, the results of fourth-year
essays are significantly different from the comparative scores for second-year and
foundation-year essays. Specifically, fourth-year essays contained more words (M =
233.81, SD = 65.98) than second-year (M = 201.86, SD = 61.45) and foundation-year
essays (M = 182.81, SD = 66.35). However, there was no evidence of significant
differences between second-year and foundation-year essays.
Number of words in a sentence. For the metric number of words in a sentence,
there were no significant differences among the three years. Foundation-year values are
M = 20.20, SD = 15.05, second-year values are M = 17.71, SD = 5.88, and fourth-year
values are M = 17.96, SD = 7.12.
Word frequency. For the metric use of most frequent words, the results of the
foundation-year essays are significantly different from the comparative scores for second-
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year and fourth-year essays. Specifically, foundation-year essays contained fewer low
frequency words (M = 3.29, SD = 0.10) than fourth-year (M = 3.21, SD = 0.00) and
second-year essays (M = 3.24, SD = 0.011). However, there was no evidence of
significant differences between second-year and fourth-year essays.
Lexical diversity MTLD. For the metric of variety of words used in the text, the
results of foundation-year essays are significantly different from the comparative scores
for second- and fourth-year essays. Specifically, foundation-year essays contained the
least variety of words (M = 50.75, SD = 13.59), whereas essays written by second-year
(M = 59.04, SD = 13.83) and fourth-year (M = 61.84, SD = 14.68) students contained the
greatest variety of words.
Logical connectives. For the metric logical connectives used in the text (e.g., and,
or, if, then, but, however), the results of the foundation-year essays are significantly
different from the comparative scores for second-year and fourth-year essays.
Specifically, foundation-year students used significantly more logical connectives (M =
59.46, SD = 19.96) than both second-year (M = 51.13, SD = 20.54) and fourth-year (M =
47.63, SD = 17.63) students. However, there was no evidence of significant differences
between second-year and fourth-year essays.
Word familiarity. For the metric use of familiar words in the text, the results of
the foundation-year essays are significantly different from the comparative scores for
second-year and fourth-year essays. Specifically, foundation-year essays contained
significantly more familiar words (M = 5.89, SD = 5.99) than both second-year (M =
5.47, SD = 7.36) and fourth-year (M = 5.83, SD = 7.14) essays. However, there was no
evidence of significant differences between second-year and fourth-year essays.
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Word meaningfulness. For the metric meaningful words used in the text, the
results of the foundation-year essays are significantly different from the comparative
scores for only fourth-year essays. Specifically, foundation-year essays contained more
meaningful words (M = 4.49, SD = 18.06) than essays (M = 4.41, SD = 16.39; see Table
4). However, there was no evidence of significant differences between fourth-year and
second-year (M = 4.44, SD = 19.57) essays or between foundation-year and second-year
essays. The change is gradual, and it does not show significant change from foundation
year to second year or from second year to fourth year, but there is a significant change
from foundation year to fourth year.

Table 4
Foundation Year vs. Fourth Year

Number of words
Number of words in a sentence
Word frequency
Lexical diversity MTLD
Logical connectives
Word familiarity
Word meaningfulness
Content word overlap
Minimal edit distance
Hypernymy

Foundation year
M
SD
182.8
66.35
20.2
15.05
3.29
0.1
50.75
13.59
59.46
19.96
5.89
5.99
4.49
18.06
0.16
0.06
0.84
0.09
1.49
0.27

Fourth year
M
SD
233.51 65.98
17.96
7.12
3.21
0.09
61.84 14.68
47.63 17.63
5.83
7.14
4.41 16.39
0.11
0.04
0.87
0.04
1.57
0.23

P
0.000
0.600
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.027
0.000
0.068
0.092

Content word overlap. For the metric content word overlap incidence, the
results of the foundation-year essays are significantly different from the comparative

38

scores for second-year and fourth-year essays. Specifically, foundation-year essays
contained more incidences of content word overlap (M = 0.16, SD = 0.06) than both
second-year (M = 0.11, SD = 0.04) and fourth-year (M = 0.11, SD = 0.04) essays.
However, there was no evidence of significant differences between second-year essays
and fourth-year essays.
Minimal edit distance (all words). For the metric minimal edit distance, the
results of the foundation-year essays are significantly different (p = .049) from the
comparative scores for second-year essays. Specifically, foundation-year essay
scores (M = 0.84, SD = 0.09) were lower than second-year essay scores (M = 0.87, SD =
0.03). However, there was no evidence of significant differences between fourth-year
essays (M = 0.87, SD = 0.04) and second-year essays. The fourth-year essays were
approaching significantly higher scores than the foundation-year essays (p = .068).
Word hypernymy (i.e., word specificity). For the metric word hypernymy, the
results of the foundation-year essays are significantly different from the comparative
scores for second-year essays. Specifically, foundation-year essays contained lessspecific words (M = 1.49, SD = 0.27) than second-year essays (M = 1.60, SD = 0.25).
However, there was no evidence of significant differences between foundation-year
essays and fourth-year essays (M = 1.57, SD = 0.23) or between second-year essays and
fourth-year essays.
Gramulator Analysis
According to my second hypothesis, I predicted significant differences between
the corpora of fourth-year texts and second-year texts. However, Coh-Metrix analyses
suggest that there is no significant difference except in number of words. Fourth-year
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texts’ word counts are higher than those of second-year texts. To further investigate
potential development in students’ writing over the period under analysis, I used the
Gramulator (see Chapter 3) to better understand whether there are differences between
the fourth-year texts and second-year texts.
In this phase of my analysis, I conducted two assessments. I processed the
typicals (i.e., bigrams that are characteristic of each data set) of the fourth-year texts and
the second-year texts. Then, I carried out an independent t-test. Then, I processed the
differentials (i.e., bigrams that are indicative of or differentiate one data set, relative to
the other contrasting data set). And as with typicals, I carried out an independent t-test.
The two assessments were conducted because I wanted to see whether there is a
significant difference between the two corpora at the bigram level. I support my second
hypothesis and expect that I can trace significant development in fourth-year essays when
compared to second-year essays.
Typicals Results
To further investigate the issue of vocabulary deployment, I conducted an
independent t-test comparing the second-year texts and the fourth-year texts for the value
of typicals. The result was in the predicted direction and reached a level of significance (t
(1,281) = 4.632, p < 0.001, d = 0.551). The effect size of 0.551 can be described as
medium. The results suggest that fourth-year texts are more diverse than second-year
texts in terms of lexical deployment at the bigram level. Note that these results should be
interpreted with caution because the SD values for both corpora, when compared to the
mean, are relatively high (fourth-year: M = 34.588, SD = 31.48; second-year: M =
18.918, SD = 24.718).
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Differentials Results
I conducted an independent t-test to assess the effect of the corpora fourth-year
(foundation-year) and second-year (foundation-year) on the index of differential value.
The result was in the predicted direction and reached a level of significance (t (1,281) =
4.645, p < 0.001, d = 0.553). The effect size of 0.553 can be described as medium. The
result provides evidence for the greater presence of diverse vocabulary deployment in the
corpus of fourth-year essays. Note that these results should be interpreted with caution
because the SD values for both corpora, when compared to the mean, are relatively high
(fourth-year: M = 34.50, SD = 31.57; second-year: M = 18.724, SD = 24.86).
By combing the differentials’ and typicals’ results, I can conclude that both
fourth-year and second-year essays contained the same vocabulary; however, the fourthyear essays are more diverse in lexical item usage.
Assessing the reciprocals could help me identify how each level deploys
vocabulary and how many times the vocabulary occur in bigrams. The reciprocals will
help me look at the shared bigrams across both corpora and identify the pattern.
Reciprocals are bigrams that occur above 50% frequency and are shared by both
data sets. Although reciprocals are shared bigrams, they have different values because
their representation across their respective corpora is different. If values are higher in the
second-year texts, then the implication is that bigrams used by both second-year and
fourth-year students are relied on more heavily by the second-year students.
Reciprocal Results
I conducted a paired t-test to assess the effect of the corpora fourth-year and
second-year on the index of reciprocal value. The result was approaching the level of
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significance toward the predicted direction (t (1,176) = 1.841, p = 0.067, d = 0.138). The
effect size of 0.138 can be described as negligible. The result does not provide any
evidence for the greater presence of diverse vocabulary deployment in the corpus of
fourth-year essays. Note that these results should be interpreted with caution because the
SD values for both corpora, when compared to the mean, are relatively high (fourth-year:
M = 334.338, SD = 470.644; second-year: M = 385.258, SD = 707.634).
The results suggest that the fourth-year students’ new bigrams are made up of the
same unigrams used by the second-year students. In other words, they both used the same
lexical items (ingredients); however, second-year students relied more on higherfrequency structures. On the other hand, fourth-year students used more diverse bigrams
(structure).
I took a closer look at the reciprocal bigrams in order to study and identify the
patterns that occurred in second-year bigrams in comparison to fourth-year bigrams. The
reciprocal bigrams show that second-year essays contain higher values for and than
fourth-year essays (2Y = 14, 4Y = 5, p = .009). This suggests that second-year essays
used simpler constructions compared to fourth-year essays. They rely on listing their
ideas using and, and therefore their ideas are not fully developed.
Another significant number appears in the bigrams, which is the use of I and we.
The bigrams show that second-year students use I more than fourth-year students (4 times
out of 5); however, fourth-year students use we more than they use I (8 times out of 10).
Collectively, this pronoun preference by fourth-year students for we and against I reaches
a level of significance (2Y = 3, 4Y = 12, p = .003). This could indicate sophistication in
fourth-year writing because it includes the audience in the discussion of the topic.
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To sum up the results, both Coh-Metrix and the Gramulator show results in the
predicted direction. Seven of the Coh-Metrix chosen indices show that there is significant
development in second-year writing when compared to foundation-year writing.
However, the only significant index that shows development from second-year to fourthyear essays is word count. I used the Gramulator to investigate that area, and the results
indicate that second-year students rely on higher-frequency structures. On the other hand,
fourth-year texts show more sophistication in their choice of words.
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Chapter 5: Analysis of Three Sample Essays
Foundation-Year Essay
The essay was written by a 19-year-old female student who spent two semesters
in her foundation program. At the time of the study, she was about to finish the
foundation program and was preparing for final exams in order to move to the first year.
She stated in the background questionnaire that she does not have anyone who speaks
English at home. She selected 5 (on a scale from 1 to 6) to show how much she likes
learning English. When asked how often she writes essays in English, her response was
not more than three times a semester.
The essay (see Appendix C is short, being composed of 136 words (the mean
essay length for foundation-year essays is 182.81). The low number of words could be
related to limited command of vocabulary. The logical connectives score in this essay is
73.52, which is higher than the mean for foundation-year essays for the same index,
59.46. This high score might suggest that the student overused logical connectives to link
ideas and sentences. Another interesting number is the score for word meaningfulness
(4.66), which is higher than the mean of the foundation-year population (4.49). This score
indicates that the essay contained fewer abstract words, which are one of the
characteristics of an advanced level of writing.
In the opening sentence, the student stated her agreement with the side of the
topic in focus by saying In my opinion I agree no longer a place for dreaming and
imagination. This is a typical opening sentence for a foundation-year student in Oman,
where they are drilled to state their opinion at the beginning of the essay. It shows
relative simplicity in approaching the task.
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Throughout the essay, the sentences show a lack of command of grammar, which
has an impact on the coherence. For example, Countries and government are one causing
of this problem because they don’t help people to dreaming or imagination it can help
people by give them money to do some project has relativ with dreaming and
imagination. This lack of command of grammar is expected from students who are
finishing a foundation program: They still need to work on their grammar. The interesting
thing, though, is that the sentences in this essay are long (about 27 words): the mean
sentence length in foundation-year essays is about 20 (refer to Table 1 in the results
chapter). This length could mean that the student is trying to form complex structures,
which may be an indication of syntactical awareness. That is, longer sentences may
reflect syntactic complexity or language sophistication. Another explanation is that she is
just using coordinating conjunctions and joining two independent clauses. For example,
(t)hey also think the life is very relax and simple and life not need to more science and
industrialization.
The lexical diversity is low (50.21), but it is close to the mean for lexical diversity
of the foundation-year essays (50.75). Since the word count in this essay is 136 words, it
affected the coverage of the topic where there was no support provided for the argument.
In addition, the student relied heavily on the vocabulary used in the prompt. Specifically,
she used the chunk dreaming and imagination five times in this short essay. Technology
and people were also used five times in parallel with dreaming and imagination.
This student has points of strength such as writing mechanics, where she made
full use of them. Also, her essay contained few spelling mistakes. She wrote appear,
range, and moreover correctly where usually my foundation-year students misspell these
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words very often. In general, her essay reflects the expected level of language of
foundation-year students; however, research suggests that if students had more practice in
writing, they could do better. That is, the student stated that she did not write more than
three essays in one semester. Research shows that the more students write, the more they
are likely to improve their writing skills, even if the essays are short (Bazerman, 2009).
They would benefit from instruction that combines reading and writing skills because
they help increase students’ vocabulary banks as well as giving them knowledge of
accurate sentence structure.
Second-Year Essay
The essay was written by a 21-year-old male student who spent two semesters in
his foundation year. He stated that there was someone who spoke fluent English at home.
When asked how much he likes learning English, he chose 6 on a scale 1 to 6. He also
reported that he wrote English essays about once a month.
The essay (see Appendix D has four paragraphs: an introductory paragraph, two
body paragraphs, and one concluding paragraph. However, the essay is short (155
words), especially when compared to the mean of essay length for second-year essays
(201 words). What is more interesting is that lexical diversity for this essay is 68.09
(MTLD), which is higher than the mean of the same index in the second year (59.04).
This result may suggest that the student did not have much background about the prompt,
or he did not want to spend much time on the task. Another interesting score is that of
logical connectives, which is 58.07 and is higher than the mean for his level, which is
51.13. A closer assessment of the essay shows that and was used 15 times. For example,
we are hope to develop and change because our mentality was change by the media and
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by the needs and wants, and stand to said that there is no limits for outlook and
imagnition. This overuse of and was also identified by the Gramulator when looking at
second-year bigrams.
An in-depth analysis of the essay shows that the student used a wide variety of
vocabulary to support his position on the argument, for example, revolution,
development, indicate, and capabilities. In addition, the student used colorful language
chunks such as occurring wind of developments and fulfil their demands and needs. This
increase in vocabulary provides evidence of starting maturity in using sophisticated
language when writing, although there are wrong word choices and some spelling
mistakes, for example, revluotion, capabilites, and knoledge. The results suggest that the
two years of taking courses where English was the medium of instruction and EAP
courses may have helped boost his vocabulary.
At the organizational level, the essay is well organized, where the student used
signal words to move from one idea to the next, for example, however, also, in addition,
and finally. This command can be related to English instruction on academic writing,
where there is an emphasis on dividing the essay into paragraphs and using transition
words to help the reader understand the piece of writing.
As for sentence structure and syntax, it is clear that, as in the foundation-year
example, the student had problems with most of the sentences. The main struggle is with
longer sentences that contain more than one clause. The first clause can be well
structured, but the second contains errors. For example, I believe that there are no
borders of limits in dreaming and imagination, because we can see and noticed that
everyday the thinkers raise anew view views and theories to the world. More attention
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should be given to improve syntax and the structure of the sentences by giving the
students the chance to write more often and get feedback on how to improve their
sentence structure. As mentioned above, the student stated that he wrote essays in English
once a month, which may not be enough for him to develop his writing skills. In this
specific case, the student also needs feedback on his spelling.
Fourth-Year Essay
The essay was written by a female student who spent one semester in her
foundation program. She stated that she does not have anyone at home who speaks
English. In a Likert-type scale numbered from 1 to 6, she chose 5 to reflect how much
she liked learning English. She also stated that she wrote essays in English at least once a
week.
The essay (see Appendix E has four paragraphs: an introduction, two body
paragraphs, and a conclusion. The word count is 230, which approaches the mean word
count for fourth-year essays (233.51). The essay scored 68.03 for the lexical diversity
(MTLD) index, which is higher than the mean fourth-year essay score of 61.84 for the
same index. This high score means that the essay contains a variety of lexical items. On
the other hand, the essay’s score for logical connectives is 39.13, whereas the fourth-year
essay score is 47.63. This low score means that the student did not depend a lot on logical
connectives when linking ideas and sentences.
In general, the essay is well organized and focused, where each paragraph has a
main idea. The introduction was used to state the side of the argument: in my openion
these new technology give people the chance to spread their mental thinking to dream
and be much more creative. Then, reasons and an example were given to support her
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point of view: By the new technologies, the person can shares and exchanges his idea
and emotion’s with many people around all the world. For example, the Face book, allow
all the people to connect with each other and share their openions and ideas…. Finally
she concluded her essay by emphasizing her side of the argument by saying in my
openion, it give the chance to creat, invent and learne from other’s experiences to get a
creative idea and achieve his dreaming. This command of organizational skills comes
from practice over the four years spent in college. The student spent four years writing
essays, exams, and assignments for different courses, where the medium of instruction
was English.
The essay shows some level of command of grammar. A good example is the
second sentence of the introduction: these new technolog(y) give people the chance to
spread their mental thinking to dream and be much more creative. However, throughout
the essay, there were noticeable grammatical errors, for example, third-person singular s
and subject/verb agreement. I think the mistakes may indicate that more time on this task
could improve the appearance of her work. In addition, as with foundation- and secondyear students, more attention may need to be paid to grammar instruction since it appears
to be the area that is underdeveloped throughout all of the levels.
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Chapter 6: Discussion and Conclusion
In this study, I examined the essays of Omani students at the college level over
a period of four years. Specifically, I investigated whether second-year essays are more
developed than foundation-year essays, and whether fourth-year essays are more
developed than second-year essays. My corpus was formed from essays written by
students from the three levels, that is, foundation year, second year, and fourth year. All
the essays were processed through (1) Coh-Metrix, with the results being assessed
using ANOVA, and (2) the Gramulator, with the results being assessed in a series of
t-tests. In addition, a sample essay from each level was analyzed. The essay analysis
gives an in-depth look at students’ writing in order to understand the essay as a whole.
This understanding will aid in informing writing instruction later at the college under
study. Linguistic analysis of the essays using Coh-Metrix suggests that second-year
essays are more developed than foundation-year essays, while the Gramulator analysis
indicated that fourth-year essays appear to be more developed by the way they
deployed shared lexical items. In addition, the analysis of the three sample essays also
supports the above results when considering the structure of the three sample essays,
the organization, the progression of ideas, and language used.
In this chapter, I begin by discussing the findings that address my first research
question: are second-year essays more developed than foundation-year essays?
Accordingly, seven Coh-Metrix indices show differences between the two levels: word
frequency, lexical diversity, minimal edit distance, word hypernymy, logical
connectives, word familiarity, and content word overlap. Specifically, the findings of
the study show that foundation-year essays contained fewer low-frequency words and
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fewer specific words (word hypernymy). Foundation-year essays also contained the
least variety of words (low lexical diversity). These findings were expected because
second-year students were more exposed to the target language. As for the minimal edit
distance score, foundation-year essays scored lower than second-year essays, which
suggests that foundation-year essays are syntactically less complex compared to
second-year essays.
On the other hand, Coh-Metrix results show that foundation-year essays
contained more logical connectives (e.g., and, or, if, then, but, however), which
suggests overreliance on logical connectives as linguistic tools to use for text
organization and linking ideas (Ortega, 2003). In addition, the foundation-year essays
had more familiar words and scored high in content word overlap index. This could be
the result of their limited vocabulary as low-proficiency writers, which supports the
findings of both Hinkel (2002) and Crossley and McNamara (2010).
Four of the above indices are related to lexical sophistication, that is, word
frequency, lexical diversity, word hypernymy, and word familiarity. This, in itself, is an
indication of the limitations of the foundation-year vocabulary bank, which affects the
development and elaboration of ideas.
Based on the results above, one would expect that second-year essays would be
longer because their essays were more diverse lexically and contained more lessfrequent words, more specific words, and less-familiar words. However, the number of
words index showed that both levels contained a similar number of words. In addition,
they also contained the same number of sentences. The only explanation for this is that
the nature of the assignments at both levels does not require longer essays.
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The analysis of the foundation-year sample essay and the second-year essay
showed that the second-year essay sample is in general more organized than the
foundation-year essay. The analysis also demonstrated that the second-year essay has
more developed ideas and is more coherent than the foundation-year essay. In addition,
the second-year essay was more diverse lexically, while the foundation-year essays
depended heavily on the vocabulary used in the prompt.
In reference to my second research question, are fourth-year essays more
developed than second-year essays, only one index in Coh-Metrix showed a difference
between the two levels, which is the number of words index. It appears from this result
that fourth-year essays were longer than second-year essays. However, all levels had a
similar number of sentences.
The results of the Gramulator support Coh-Metrix results related to the same
lexical diversity among both levels. However, the difference is that fourth-year usage of
shared words is more diverse, that is, used more in different situations. There are two
additional interesting findings. The first is that second-year essays contained more use
of and than fourth-year essays. This could mean that second-year students overrelied on
and to list ideas and connect sentences. This overreliance is an indication of simple
language structures used by less-proficient ESL writers (Grant & Ginther, 2000). The
second finding is that the pronoun I was used more by second-year students, whereas
fourth-year students used the pronoun we. This could be related to style and register
where second-year students are trying to prove their point of view by using I. On the
other hand, fourth-year students depended on we to include the reader in their
discussion; thus, it is an indication of awareness of the audience.
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One result stood out in the Coh-Metrix analysis related to word meaningfulness.
The findings show that the significant change in this index is between foundation-year
essays and fourth-year essays. This suggests that the development from depending only
on meaningful words (compared to abstract words) takes more time; that is, in this case
it took four years to make the change.
Taken as a whole, the results are encouraging and support my main hypothesis,
which states that there will be change over the period of the study. A reasonable
explanation for the development over the years is that the students were exposed to the
target language (i.e., courses in their majors were taught in English) throughout the four
years. In addition, students took EAP and ESP classes in their first and second years,
which may account for their awareness of language mechanics and structure after their
foundation year.
Thus, this research supports the findings of Sternglass (1997) and Carroll (2002)
on writing development during the college period. That is, writing in an academic
environment takes time to improve and master the conventions of writing skills.
However, the findings of my study for the development of writing from the second-year
to the fourth-year contrasts with Sasaki (2009), where her EFL subjects’ level of
writing decreased. A plausible explanation for the development in my fourth-year
subjects could be related to the fact that they were majoring in Communication Studies.
Thus, they were required to write a lot in English because it is part of their major.
Limitations of the Study
Although the findings of this study offer important insight into the development
of EFL writing at the college level, I advise some caution with the interpretations of
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these results until further research can be conducted. That is, longitudinal studies of
how individuals’ writing changes over time should be conducted to trace development.
In addition, the study should be replicated, and the findings should be confirmed by
studies with larger sample sizes. A larger sample will allow me to choose more indices
from Coh-Metrix. This in itself will help identify more linguistic features that indicate
development.
Future Research
Future research will need to investigate EFL writing instruction, writing
assignments, and exams in students’ subject courses as well as their sociolinguistic
culture background. All of this information could be used to build a comprehensive
model for EFL writing at the college level in Oman. Another promising area for future
research is gender differences. It is very often heard that female students score higher
grades in English than male students. Future research could examine the relationship
between essay grades, student interest in the subject, and the effect of gender.
Future accounts of EFL development may need to turn to the other linguistic
features that did not show any significant differences. An understanding of whether
students have good control in those areas will guide EFL instruction.
I would also like to add that my study did not measure or quantify writing
development throughout the years under study. Further, I do not claim in any finding
that the development that occurred is suitable to help students make progress in their
academic careers. Therefore, future research should focus on how much development is
needed to help EFL students’ progress academically.
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Conclusion
While much work remains to be done, my study demonstrates that there is
significant development in students’ writing over the course of four years. The major
results of this study certainly provide sufficient initial evidence that EFL writing
develops noticeably in the second and fourth years. Furthermore, there have been no
previous investigations that I am aware of on the Omani context of writing
development after students stop taking EFL instruction. Thus, the study offers an
important step toward building a framework for EFL writing at the college level in
Oman.
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Appendix A: Students’ background information questionnaire
Choose the answer that you think most closely applies to you
Level of study:
a) Foundation
b) 2nd Year
c) 4th Year
Gender:
a) Male
b) Female
Age:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)

19
20
21
22
23
24
Other

What level were you admitted in your foundation year?
a) Level A
b) Level B
c) Level C
d) Did not enter the foundation program
e) Other
Is there anyone, besides you, who can speak fluent English at your home?
a) Yes
b) No
On a scale of 1-6, rate your answer for the following question
How much do you like learning English?
Strongly dislike
1
2
3
4
5
How often do you write essays in English?
a) At least once a week
b) About once a month
c) Not more than three times a semester
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strongly like
6

Appendix B: SAT Rubrics

Development of
Score

Position

Grammar and Word
Organization

Use of Language

Sentence Structure

Usage

1

No plausible
Disorganized; little
position is taken on or no focus;
the topic; severely
incoherent
lacking in examples,
reasons and/or
evidence

Contains
Severely flawed
fundamental
sentence structure
vocabulary mistakes

Grammar and word
usage are so poor
that they interfere
with meaning; very
poor mechanics
(like punctuation)

2

Position on topic is
unclear or
extremely limited;
inappropriate
examples or
reasons; insufficient
evidence

Poorly organized;
lacks focus;
problems with
coherence or flow
of ideas

Poor use of
language; indicates
very limited
vocabulary and
poor word choice

Frequent problems
with sentence
structure

Grammar and word
usage mistakes are
frequent and
interfere with
meaning; poor
mechanics

3

Position on topic
demonstrates
critical thinking skill
applied
inconsistently;
inadequate
examples, reasons
or evidence

Limited in
organization and
focus;
demonstrates
lapses in coherence
or flow of ideas

Displays developing
use of language;
contains indications
of weak vocabulary
and poor word
selection

Some problems
with sentence
structure; lacks a
variety of sentence
structures

Contains many
mistakes in
grammar word
usage and
mechanics

4

Position on topic
demonstrates
competent critical
thinking skill;
example, reasons
and evidence are
adequate

Generally organized
and focused;
demonstrates some
coherence and
attention to the
flow of ideas

Displays adequate,
but inconsistent,
use of language;
vocabulary used is
generally
appropriate

Good sentence
structure;
demonstrates some
variety of sentence
structure

Contains some
mistakes in
grammar, word
usage and
mechanics

Position is
effectively
developed through
strong critical
thinking skill;
examples, reasons
and evidence are
generally
appropriate

Well organized and
focused;
demonstrates
coherence and
ideas flow well

Displays competent
use of language;
uses appropriate
vocabulary

Good sentence
structure;
demonstrates
variety in sentence
structure

Generally free of
mistakes in
grammar, word
usage and
mechanics

Position effectively
and insightfully
developed through
outstanding critical
thinking skill;
examples, reasons
and evidence are
clearly appropriate

Well organized and
clearly focused;
clearly coherent
and ideas flow
seamlessly

Displays skillful use
of language;
vocabulary is
accurate and
varied; words are
appropriately and
skillfully chosen

Good sentence
structure;
demonstrates
meaningful and
skilled variety of
sentence structure

Free of most
mistakes in
grammar, word
usage and
mechanics

5
6

www.lymecsd.org/.../sat_prep/.../SAT%20Writing%20Rubric%206.1.09.

63

Appendix C: Foundation-Year Essay Sample
In my opinion I agree no longer a place for dreaming and imagination because most of
the people in the world know about technology like stallite and internet. So I think most
of the people when they use technology they think the world not need to more dreaming
and imagination because they fell technology offer every thing that people thinking about
it befor technology appear. They also think the life is very relax and simple and life not
need to more science and industrialization. Moreover technology, science
industrialization don’t abandon a range to people to dreaming or imagination.
Countries and government are one causing of this problem because they don’t
help people to dreaming or imagination it can help people by give them money to do
some project has relativ with dreaming and imagination.
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Appendix D: Second Year Essay Sample
Ahuge revloution of change and development Indicate that the human reached an
advanced and great stages. Techniques, possibilities, capabilites, knoledge, and the
multiplicity of domains in all the sciences are the classical example for occuring wind of
developments.
However, I believe that there are no borders or limits in dreaming and
imagination, because we can see and noticed that everyday the thinkers raise anew view
views and theories to the world. Also, I noticed the awsome change in the technologies
and appliances.
In addition, every new generations have a different attitudes and desires, and they
start to think to fullfill their demands, needs and wants. So we can not said that there is no
longer place for dreaming and imagination.
Finally, we are hope to develop and change because our mentality was change by
the media and by the needs and wants, and stand to said that there is no limits for outlook
and imagnition.
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Appendix E: Fourth Year Essay Sample
The new revolusion of the new Sciences and new technologies are dominated our
life in general. On other hand, in my openion these new technology give people the
chance to spread their mental thinking to dream and be much more creative.
The new technologies open a new way of creating for human. By the new
technologies, the person can shares and exchanges his idea and emotion’s with many
people around all the world. For example, the Face book, allow all the people to connect
with each other and share their openions and ideas. So it plays the role of motivating the
people to create and invent new thing, the person can creat his creative idea, then share it
with others’ who support this idea and he can find someone who will help him apply it.
On other hand, there are many people who depend on the technologies at all. As
that the technology freez their mind to not think or even try to find or creat something
new. They are saying that technologies can bring everything for us in an easy way.
To sum up, it seem’s that the new technoloy and sciences control our life and
freez our minds from producing new things. But, in my openion, it give the chance to
creat, invent and learne from other’s experiences to get a creative idea and achieve his
dreaming.
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